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ask for its immediate consideration in
this House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As the
Chair previously advised, that request
cannot be entertained absent appro-
priate clearance.

REQUEST TO CONSIDER H.R. 18, NO
TAXPAYER FUNDING FOR ABOR-
TION ACT

(Mr. HUDSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HUDSON. Madam Speaker, as a
father, I believe that every life has
value, and I am proud to be pro-life.

But whether you are pro-life or not,
my fellow North Carolinians and Amer-
icans all across the country agree that
government should not use taxpayer
dollars to fund abortions.

That is why the Hyde amendment
was created.

The Hyde amendment has saved 2.5
million lives and protected the con-
science rights of Americans, all with
overwhelmingly bipartisan support.

In fact, Hyde has been renewed every
year since 1976, under majorities and
Presidents of both parties, including
President Barack Obama.

However, in his most recent budget
proposal, President Joe Biden chose to
ignore precedent and the will of the
people by excluding Hyde amendment
protections.

This is a radical shift in policy.

Americans should not be forced to
violate their conscience to pay for
abortions.

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the Committees on En-
ergy and Commerce, Ways and Means,
and the Judiciary be discharged from
further consideration of H.R. 18, the No
Taxpayer Funding for Abortion Act,
and I ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. As the
Chair previously advised, that request
cannot be entertained absent appro-
priate clearance.

———

THE U.S.-MEXICO BORDER IS
UNPROTECTED

(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Speaker, we
have a record-setting surge of illegal
drugs coming in across our southern
border, including the very, very deadly
fentanyl, which takes only small
amounts to greatly affect many people,
as well as whatever other activities the
cartels want to do.

The U.S.-Mexico border is basically
unprotected, and it doesn’t seem to be
a priority of the Biden administration
at all. Please, prove me wrong.

Yet, the Biden administration is
happy to, once again, push the idea of
perhaps shutting down the country
over COVID again. Is it because of the
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delta variant, or now is it going to be
over a new Mexico variant? But it
seems to be coming our way.

Yet, they will not control the border
and the flow of illegal immigrants that
might be carrying COVID themselves,
whether it is through the new Mexico
variant or not.

So you have to ask, whose side is this
administration on with this open sieve
of a border, these drugs coming
through, illegal immigrants coming
through, and then putting the clamps
down on our own economy and our own
people?

———

FIGHTING FOR THE RIGHT TO
VOTE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2021, the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
I am here to anchor this Special Order
on the fierce urgency of preserving the
precious right to vote by passing H.R.
4, the John Lewis Voting Rights Ad-
vancement Act, and legislation like
H.R. 1, For The People.

I am delighted to be co-anchoring
this Congressional Black Caucus Spe-
cial Order at the request of our tireless
leader for justice, Congresswoman
JOYCE BEATTY of Ohio, and to be joined
by my co-anchor, Congressman RITCHIE
TORRES of New York, and many other
members of the Congressional Black
Caucus.

Fifty-six years ago, in a century that
was close to a hundred years after the
Emancipation Proclamation and the
rendition of the 15th Amendment, the
very right to vote, there we were fight-
ing with this beloved Member of Con-
gress, who challenged us to get into
good trouble, fighting in 1965, pursuant
to the collapse of the understanding of
the 15th Amendment, fighting for the
right to vote again.

Madam Speaker, here we are today,
2021, now 56 years after the 1965 Voting
Rights Act, fighting for the right to
vote.

I want to make sure that I pay trib-
ute to Our Power, Our Message, led by
the Honorable JOYCE BEATTY, who does
not only speak her words, but she acts
on her words, how proud we were. But
I am sure pride is not what she wants
us to feel as she walked down this dif-
ficult road here in Washington, D.C., to
be able to express, with Black women
and others, that we have a fierce sense
of urgency, and was arrested, just
about two weeks ago, in the name of
voting rights.

So let me, for a moment, read to you
out of the book that has just been pub-
lished by a dear, beloved friend, ‘‘Carry
On.” I use this book in the Rules Com-
mittee, when there seems to have been
a challenge to helping the impover-
ished. I concluded my remarks, when I
was giving amendments, to help the
impoverished to carry on.
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But on the issue of justice, these are
his words: ‘“We must practice what we
preach. If we believe in life and liberty,
then we should not defer the dream of
equality and justice’’—the right to
vote—‘‘under the law for people of
color. We must use the system of gov-
ernment to improve our laws and to
make our society fairer and more just.
While no one bill can right the many
wrongs, we can stitch together partial
solutions to deal with the complex so-
cietal issues that lead to systemic bias
and inequality.”

That is why we stand here today. We
are stitching together a response to the
collapse of voting rights in America.
We are stitching together laws that
will deal with the mass of suppression
laws being passed in State legislatures
across America. We are stitching to-
gether a response for those brave Texas
Democratic representatives who are
here in Washington, D.C., who are beg-
ging us to pass H.R. 1 and S. 1 and of
course we have passed H.R. 1 and the
John Lewis Voting Rights Advance-
ment Act.

O 2015

Let me just briefly say that serious
damage to the precious right to vote
occasioned by the rightwing conserv-
ative majority on the Supreme Court
demands that the Congress exercise its
powers under section 5 of the 15th
Amendment to restore the extraor-
dinary reach and effectiveness of sec-
tion 2 and section 5 of the Voting
Rights Act. The 15th Amendment said
that no law, no State legislature
should abridge the right to vote on the
basis of discrimination of race and
color and ethnicity and that the Con-
gress should stand up and provide the
relief and the answer.

Did you hear, Madam Speaker? The
Congress. And the Congressional Black
Caucus has said that, not only with
their words but with their bodies. HANK
JOHNSON was just arrested last week,
Congressman HANK JOHNSON.

So the objection to the VRA and
their opponents is without substance. I
have long said that the States that
were subject to preclearance under the
Voting Rights Act earned their way
into so doing by discriminatory laws.

Madam Speaker, June 25, 2021,
marked the eighth anniversary of the
Supreme Court’s infamous decision in
Shelby County v. Holder, which immo-
bilized the Department of Justice from
subjecting discriminatory voting and
election laws to the preclearance.

On August 6 will be the commemora-
tion of the 1965 Voting Rights Act. 56
years. And look at the predicament we
are in.

Later on in this debate I will recount
all the times we voted for the Voting
Rights Act. Madam Speaker, it was bi-
partisan. It was across racial lines, re-
gional lines, because we knew it was
the right thing to do.

So tonight we stand on what is right.
We stand on good trouble. We stand on
making the decision that not the
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Shelby case, not the Arizona case. The
Arizona case is Brnovich v. DNC that
dashes section 2, and frankly says, by
one of the justices, that a little bit of
discrimination is okay. Not on the
watch of the Congressional Black Cau-
cus and all of my colleagues, because
voting rights belongs to every single
person in this Congress and to their
constituents.

Why would they want to deny the im-
plementation and the substance of the
Constitution and the 15th Amendment?

So here we are tonight to be able to
explain to the American public and our
colleagues that we cannot wait any
longer for H.R. 4 or HR. 1, S. 1, S. 4,
and we are here tonight to tell our
story.

It is my pleasure and certainly my
privilege, as we continue to tell our
story, and as I continue to weave in
that story, to yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. BEATTY), who,
again, has spoken with her actions, not
just her words, the Chair of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus, senior mem-
ber and chairwoman on the Financial
Services Committee, and, again, some-
one who showed the Nation that it is
both our message and our power by
being arrested in the name of the fight
for equality, getting into a little good
trouble.

I am sure John Lewis, rest in power,
is looking down on us.

Mrs. BEATTY. Madam Speaker, I
thank Congresswoman SHEILA JACKSON
LEE, who is coanchor with Congress-
man RITCHIE TORRES.

Let me say this: Congresswoman
JACKSON LEE is at the right place in
the right time in history. I thank her
for her leadership and her powerful,
profound words of talking about not
only our late Congressman John Lewis,
but talking about why we are here to-
night, speaking truth to power, from
her own experiences, from her own
leadership, from those marches that I
have read about and witnessed her in,
leading not only individuals from
Texas but across this Nation. So I
thank her and look forward to hearing
her talk about voting rights under at-
tack.

Lastly, let me thank her for quoting
from his latest book, ‘‘Carry On.”” Just
as it was fitting for her, as a powerful
attorney, to talk about justice, in that
book he talks about voting rights, and
in that book he kept it quite simple. In
capital letters, he said: Vote, vote,
vote. And stand up for the right of vot-
ing, because voting rights belong to all
of us and all of our constituents.

Madam Speaker, let me say tonight,
I rise and join my colleagues of the
Congressional Black Caucus for this
Special Order hour on a critically im-
portant topic, voting rights.

The Congressional Black Caucus Spe-
cial Order hour is generally regarded as
a solemn moment to give the CBC an
opportunity to speak directly to the
American people and to reflect on the
ideas and policies of critical interest to
our constituents.
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Well, tonight I speak to the people
about the right to vote. We are gath-
ered in this sacred Chamber, the floor
of the people’s House, to discuss the fu-
ture of voting rights in America, to
amplify our power, our message, and to
boldly proclaim that we are not going
to let the clock be turned back to a
time when the votes of Black people
were restricted and limited by those
who feared our power.

On behalf of the 57 members of the
Congressional Black Caucus, I come
today to share some thoughts and join
my colleagues on this debate on voting
rights.

The right to vote is under attack,
and some of those attacks have taken
place right here in this Chamber, and
in other States across the Nation.

So, Madam Speaker, let me be clear
to the American people: The Congres-
sional Black Caucus will not sit idly by
as State legislatures, fueled by the sup-
port of adversaries intent on limiting
our access to the ballot box, voter sup-
pression, changing the rules of engage-
ment after we have been victorious. We
have the majority in the House, the
Senate, and we are building back bet-
ter with the Biden-Harris administra-
tion. To all of those who believe it does
not exist, I have a message for you: We
won. We stand for the people, because
we were elected by the people.

The civil disobedience displayed by
the proud Black women and activists,
allies, and others just over a week and
a half ago that our coanchor talked
about, we were there for a reason, orga-
nized by good friend and colleague
Melanie Campbell, Clayola Brown, Bar-
bara Skinner, the Reverend Barbara
Skinner, and so many other women.
Well, yes, I was proud to stand with
them.

On that day I did reflect back on how
many of my CBC colleagues had been
arrested and what they fought for that
gave me the privilege to stand on this
floor tonight. Did I think about John
Lewis and did I think about Fannie
Lou Hamer and so many more? Yes.
Did I think about Rosa Parks and what
she did to give us the Montgomery
March of 1955 when she sat down that
gave us 1964 civil rights, 1965 voting
rights, 1968 jobs and housing act, and so
much more?

Well, tonight, that is what we are
standing here for. We understand,
Madam Speaker, that you can’t change
the future if you don’t acknowledge the
past. And that is why you will hear us
repeatedly talk about the legal cases.
You will hear us talking about our rich
history. And as much as we embrace it
and we love it, we are not going back
to it. And that is why we are standing
here.

Madam Speaker, I stand with Con-
gresswoman SHEILA JACKSON LEE and
coanchor RITCHIE TORRES. Let me just
say tonight, we send a strong message
that we are here to pass H.R. 1 and
H.R. 4, the For the People Act and the
John Lewis Voting Rights Act. We are
done waiting. We are done being pa-
tient.
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If it means we have to speak out, if it
means we have to stand up and march
and protest, then that is what we will
do. The example set by Democrats
across the United States, and specifi-
cally those members who came here
from Texas, we stand with them, be-
cause they were forced to come here.
Are they making a bold statement?
Yes.

But think about it. It has only taken
one action, one person to get the atten-
tion of the Nation to change things and
make it right. And that is what we are
doing. When people ask why, why do we
stand here and stand up for freedom
and justice and our equal rights and to
protect our voting rights? Because we
know if we don’t stand up for our-
selves, what will our future be like?
What will the future of our children,
our grandchildren, and those yet un-
born be like? Well, we want to stand up
today for H.R. 1, for H.R. 4, so we leave
them with a better future.

Madam Speaker, I thank Congress-
woman SHEILA JACKSON LEE for giving
me the opportunity to speak tonight.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
I thank the Chairwoman of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus for her power-
ful words. And, yes, thank her for ac-
knowledging the women who stood in
the gap, including Melanie Campbell
and Reverend Barbara Williams Skin-
ner and Clayola Brown, and Tamika,
who has been at the forefront as well,
and many, many others that have,
likewise, been at the forefront. We are
pleased to be able to join in their lead-
ership as well.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
let me ask unanimous consent that all
Members have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of this Special
Order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. TORRES), a gentleman who
now walks in history, who knows his
history, and who is prepared to fight
against that history that should never
be repeated, my coanchor, who has elo-
quently articulated what was in Gen-
eral Granger’s Order No. 3, and that is
the equality of rights.

Mr. TORRES of New York. Madam
Speaker, it is always a pleasure to be
here with Congresswoman JACKSON
LEE.

The culprit is not only the Repub-
lican Party, but it is also the Supreme
Court. The rightwing majority on the
Supreme Court gave the Voting Rights
Act the narrowest possible meaning in
order to render it powerless against
21st century voter suppression.

Congress deliberately wrote the Vot-
ing Rights Act broadly so as to protect
against both obvious and insidious
forms of voter disenfranchisement. The
broad language of the Voting Rights
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Act prohibits not only the denial, but
also the abridgement of voting rights.
It prohibits not only discriminatory in-
tent, but also racially disparate im-
pact. It requires that all methods of
voting be equally open to communities
of color, and that communities of color
have an equal opportunity to cast their
ballots.

And so anything that undermines
equal openness and equal opportunity
is a violation of the Voting Rights Act
properly interpreted. I would submit to
you that voter suppression in America
has no greater ally than rightwing ju-
dicial activism.

O 2030

Instead of interpreting the Voting
Rights Act as written, the rightwing
majority on the Supreme Court has
chosen to rewrite the statute out of ex-
istence. The enforcement mechanisms
of the Voting Rights Act have been all
but eviscerated. There was section 5,
which provided for preclearance, which
enabled the executive branch to pro-
tect voting rights. Then there was sec-
tion 2, which provided for litigation,
which enabled the courts to protect
voting rights.

Both of those enforcement mecha-
nisms had been gutted at the hands of
the Supreme Court, the former in
Shelby County v. Holder and the latter
in Brnovich v. DNC.

We know from history, Madam
Speaker, that the most effective tool
for preventing voter suppression is
preclearance. According to Justice
Kagan, from 1965 to 2006, the Federal
Government harnessed the power of
section b, the power of preclearance, to
prevent 1,200 voting restrictions from
taking effect.

We should see the desecration of both
section 5 and section 2 as a call to ac-
tion, as a call for the United States
Congress to pass the John Lewis Vot-
ing Rights Act, which would restore
our preclearance not only for select ju-
risdictions but for every State and lo-
cality across the Nation.

Let it be known that the greatest ob-
stacle on the path to 21st century vot-
ing rights enforcement is the filibuster.
The filibuster perpetuates a status quo
that disenfranchises communities of
color. If you are a defender of the fili-
buster, then you should dispense with
the pretense that you are a champion
of voting rights. If you are a defender
of the filibuster, you are not part of
the solution, but you are part of the
problem.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
I thank the distinguished gentleman
from New York for opening the path-
way. We may have him continue to ex-
plore that journey, which I will take
up, and that is the question of the fili-
buster. Someone described it as busting
things up and busting good things up.

We know that there has to be a solu-
tion to those who have argued that, in
fact, they are about the institution of
the other body; they are about the in-
tegrity of the other body. I would
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argue that where blood has been shed
so that people have died so that people
might vote, it is not the integrity of
the institution. It is the life and death
of voting rights, not only for people of
color, but for this Nation.

A man who has argued eloquently
about the filibuster and a resolve of
our next steps, but also recognizes his-
torically, not only the civil rights jour-
ney but the fundamental right of vot-
ing that should not be hindered or un-
dermined is our majority whip, and we
are very grateful for his leadership and
his historical perspective and his cur-
rent understanding of how we have to
get the job done.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. CLY-
BURN).

Mr. CLYBURN. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding to
me and thank her so much for bringing
this issue before the American people.

For several weeks now, we have all
heard discussions about various aspects
of H.R. 1 and H.R. 4. Now, H.R. 4, as all
of us know, has not yet passed the Con-
gress and is now before the Senate.

But I wanted to bring two issues to
the forefront here this evening. The
first one has to do with the so-called
preclearance that we just heard a dis-
cussion on. I am serving in the Con-
gress today in large part because of the
preclearance in the Voting Rights Act
of 1965.

But preclearance came into being be-
cause of some targeted legislation, leg-
islation targeted toward those States
that had a history of discriminating.
Therefore, because all the States did
not have that kind of a history, we had
to go out and develop a record to show
that this is the reason these particular
States are being targeted. All or parts
of seven States were initially covered
and, of course, we all know what hap-
pened in Shelby County v. Holder.

The 1965 Voting Rights Act was vir-
tually gutted because the formula of
section 4 is no longer operative. There-
fore, section 5 has really been neutral-
ized, which is the preclearance.

Here is something I want to bring to
the attention of the American people,
and that is this: If you were to only
pass preclearance as it relates to a his-
tory of discrimination, we will miss
what is happening in the country
today. Pennsylvania was not one of
those States. Yet, we see massive dis-
crimination in voting being advocated
throughout Pennsylvania. The same
thing is going on up in Michigan.

Now, according to the studies I have
read, 48 States have now put into place
or proposed—I think 28 of them have
put into place—restrictive voting laws.
Under the standard of the 1965 Voting
Rights Act, these States would not be
covered. Therefore, it is time for every-
body to turn their attention to what
we need to do about preclearance.

I submit that preclearance needs to
be applied universally to all 50 States,
because if you pass preclearance, zero-
ing in on seven, eight, nine States, and
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then another State pops up with a new
restrictive law, that State would not
be covered under preclearance, and I
think it is time for us to take a look at
that as well.

Madam Speaker, I call upon my
friends in the Senate to not wait
around for us to develop this record,
though I think it is pretty much in
place, look at applying preclearance to
all 50 States.

The second thing I think that we are
needing to begin to think about that is
not being discussed is this little thing
called nullification; states enacting
nullification laws. If you look at the
Georgia law that they passed, it is very
suppressive. It restricts. The thing that
is insulting to me is that little part in
there that allows an established com-
mission to overturn the results of an
election, to nullify the results of an
election. None of us are using that
word today, but that word is very
prominent when you look at what
States are doing.

That violates not just laws as passed
by this Congress, that violates the Con-
stitution. The Constitution is very
clear. Article I, Section 4 tells us that
no State can pass final judgment on
federal elections. No State. The best
argument for that is sitting right there
in The Federalist Papers No. 59. It
talks about it and lays out examples as
to why the Federal Government cannot
allow States to determine the election.

That is why the Supreme Court made
it very clear that States could not put
term limits on Members of Congress
because that is not their purview.
When you see nullification laws com-
ing forward, I think it is incumbent
upon this Congress to step in and do
what is necessary to exert the Con-
stitution of the United States. That is
what is at threat here today. That is
why I have argued irrespective of what
you may feel about filibusters.

Filibusters ought not be applied to
anybody’s constitutional rights be-
cause it will allow a State to give final
determination as it relates to federal
elections, and that is as unconstitu-
tional as anything that can take place.

Madam Speaker, I think that it is in-
cumbent upon the Federal Govern-
ment, the Congress, the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Senate to do
what is necessary to make sure that
the United States Constitution still
reigns supreme.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
I thank the distinguished gentleman
from South Carolina for his comments.
He clearly acted, as I indicated, and
that is, he presented the history, but
he brought us to the 21st century and
2021. I think the challenge that we are
now offering to the American people,
incredulously, how can anyone try to
undermine the votes of any American,
and particularly those Americans of
color?

As I yield to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina, let me at least just de-
pict for a moment the uniqueness of
our history, for this picture is a picture
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of a whipped, beaten back of a slave.
That means that we had extraordinary
conditions, extraordinary cir-
cumstances. In the 1800s preceding and
around the Emancipation Proclama-
tion, I will just read these words as I
yield: Congress put forward the 15th
Amendment and it made it very clear
that:

No voting qualification or prerequisite to
voting or standard, practice, or procedure
shall be imposed or applied by any State or
political subdivision in a manner which re-
sults in a denial or abridgement of the rights
of any citizen of the United States to vote on
the account of race, or color, or language mi-
nority status.

This was coming out of slavery when
they had the 13th Amendment that
eliminated slavery but didn’t eliminate
stigma and institutional racism, gave
due process, and then gave the right to
vote out of the history of what is de-
picted here. That is why this is so seri-
ous that an institutional rule cannot
survive over the right to vote, and the
big lie cannot supersede the right to
vote.

It is my pleasure to yield to the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina (Ms.
ADAMS), who is a historian and pro-
fessor in her own right and spent her
life’s work teaching at historically
Black colleges which were born out of
the seeds or born out of the quagmire
and the fires of slavery but born to
make a difference. She has been a
champion for the HBCUs and under-
stands what the denial of the vote and
voting rights means to that constitu-
ency.

O 2045

Ms. ADAMS. Madam Speaker, 1
thank the coanchor, SHEILA JACKSON
LEE. I thank her for her stellar leader-
ship and all of her diligent work and
labor in this vineyard.

To the dynamic coanchor, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. TORRES), I
thank him so very much.

To our illustrious chair of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus, I am so very
proud of her work and very proud of
her leadership, and I thank her so
much.

Power is what makes the difference
in lives and communities. The first
thing you have to understand about
power and how to get it: You don’t ask
somebody how to get it, where it is, if
you can have it. You take it.

Madam Speaker, I rise tonight to
talk about our most fundamental right
in a democracy, the power of the vote,
the right to vote.

While we have made amazing strides
over the past century—votes for
women, voting rights for Native Ameri-
cans and indigenous people, the end of
racist Jim Crow laws that completely
suppressed the Black votes in certain
States, and lowering the voting age to
18—we are still marching because the
promise of one person, one vote con-
tinues to be abridged by State legisla-
tures across the country.

Marches, sit-ins, and protests are
part of our rights as Americans, but we
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shouldn’t have to March 245 years after
the Declaration of Independence. We
shouldn’t have to march 151 years after
the 156th Amendment guaranteed Black
Americans the right to vote. We
shouldn’t have to march a full century
after women’s suffrage.

But we will continue to march, and
we will continue to make our voices
heard until every adult citizen can
freely, fairly, and easily access the bal-
lot. To cast a vote is at the core of
what it means to be American. It is
how we build a more perfect Union.

Here in the House, we have passed
voting rights bills that bring us closer
to a more perfect Union. As we await
the support of our Senate colleagues on
this urgent matter, the issue of voting
rights, I want to leave you with this
because I have to tell you that, in my
State of North Carolina, there is a lot
of mischief going on, and there has
been for a number of years.

As the gentlewoman knows, my dis-
trict was considered to be the district
that they described as ‘‘surgical preci-
sion.”” It continues to be a problem.

I have been a State legislator for 20
yvears. I have witnessed legislation that
targets African Americans with almost
surgical precision and imposes cures
for problems that did not exist—that
is, unless you think African Americans
voting is a problem.

Congress cannot tolerate State-level
attempts to curb our most funda-
mental right. Now is the time to make
sure that every American who can vote
has the opportunity to do so. This is
our power, our message.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
I thank the gentlewoman for her point-
ed message about North Carolina and
her district. I think I join her. My dis-
trict is a voting rights district, so we
know what it is to be at the edge of
surviving.

The only way that we have survived
is with the protection of the 19656 Vot-
ing Rights Act. We are living testi-
mony that it is crucial to the vast di-
versity that has been created in this
House on behalf of the American peo-
ple.

Madam Speaker, let me now take the
pleasure of yielding to another distin-
guished Member who has had her own
history in a very unique State.

Someone asked the question: Is it
Southern? Is it Northern? I think you
only have to hear her—and, of course,
the President of the United States, who
is a very forthright leader. President
Joe Biden and Vice President HARRIS
have been forthright in confronting
issues that have been meant to help
the American people heal and unite.
She has been right in the mix and, as
well, has been a leader on labor issues,
a leader on healthcare issues. But one
thing she knows is the depth of dis-
parity that plagues a community when
voting is extinguished.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Delaware (Ms. BLUNT
ROCHESTER).

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Madam
Speaker, I thank Congresswoman SHEI-
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LA JACKSON LEE for her leadership and
the things that she does to protect all
of us across the country, not just in her
district but across the country. We are
greatly indebted to her for her service.

The gentlewoman mentioned me
coming from the State of Delaware and
whether it is Southern or Northern.
Many people might not know, but we
are on the Mason-Dixon Line. We are
urban, suburban, rural, and coastal.
But we are also on that Mason-Dixon
Line with that strong history.

Madam Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman and her coanchor, Mr. TORRES,
and I thank our esteemed chairwoman
of the Congressional Black Caucus,
JOYCE BEATTY.

Madam Speaker, I stand before you
tonight with a sense of urgency be-
cause the most fundamental and sacred
right we have as Americans is under
attack.

Across this country, State law-
makers have introduced at least 389 re-
strictive bills in 48 States just this
year, and 14 States have already en-
acted more restrictive voting laws.
Even the highest court in the land is
chipping away at this fundamental
right.

We know that those who would en-
gage in suppression, subversion, and in-
timidation are not resting, but neither
is the Congressional Black Caucus. To-
night, we are standing up and speaking
out because we know that just as our
message is our power so, too, is our
vote.

I am going to say that again: Our
vote is our power.

We are here to protect and defend
that right because the vote is tied to
everything. The vote is tied to criminal
justice reform. The vote is tied to
healthcare. The vote is tied to the min-
imum wage increase across this coun-
try and access to affordable childcare.
It is tied to the preservation of our de-
mocracy. It is tied to our very exist-
ence: the ability to drink clean water,
breathe air that is free of pollution,
and even to have a planet to live on.

Everything is tied to the vote, and
the vote is on the line.

While we are fighting a new battle, it
is the same old tactics that we have
seen before. And it is a future we are
not going back to.

Yesterday, we lost another American
civil rights leader and educator, Bob
Moses. One of the many things that he
was known for was Freedom Summer, a
project to organize and register voters.
Through intimidation and beating, Bob
Moses never relented in his mission to
register voters in the South.

Sixty years later, it is our turn to an-
swer the question that Bob asked of
students, a question that goes to the
very core of who we are: What kind of
society will we be?

Today, the CBC is here to proclaim
loudly and proudly: We will be the kind
of society that values every voice, em-
powers every citizen, and counts every
vote because it is all on the line. We
must pass and have signed into law
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H.R. 1, the For the People Act, and
H.R. 4, the John Lewis Voting Rights
Advancement Act.

In honor of Bob Moses, let’s make
this the Freedom Summer of our time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
I thank the gentlewoman for men-
tioning Bob Moses.

For those of us who care and know
about history, we know about Bob
Moses, and it makes this night even
more significant because if you are los-
ing the peaceful warriors who helped
organize and put themselves on the
line, then we must carry on. I thank
the gentlewoman from Delaware.

Madam Speaker, may I inquire how
much time is remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman has 17 minutes remaining.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
let me make an argument regarding
where we are, and then I will be happy
to yield to my coanchor and happy to
conclude.

Madam Speaker, I wanted to reem-
phasize where we are today and reem-
phasize that, unfortunately, a bill that
had been passed as bipartisan for years
has been ‘‘upheavaled’ by the Supreme
Court. Unfortunately, a Supreme Court
that, as my friend from New York de-
scribed, is an activist Supreme Court—
the Shelby Court and now the Brnovich
Court, absolutely wrongheaded deci-
sions.

In Shelby, I believe the late Justice
Ruth Bader Ginsburg said that you
don’t throw away an umbrella in a
rainstorm.

Now, let me characterize these words
and not attribute them. I think one of
the other points that was made is: Just
because polio is not on the rise, you
don’t get rid of the polio vaccine. Just
because you think COVID-19 is gone,
you don’t throw all manner of pre-
cautions to the wind.

Obviously, we see what is happening
with this kind of reckless behavior and
this kind of red State, blue State dis-
cord. People are dying.

That is where we are with voting
rights. The Shelby case in 2013 just im-
ploded the preclearance, which in actu-
ality says that as you begin to think
about a bill that may have these dis-
criminatory impacts, they can be
precleared by the Department of Jus-
tice and stopped in their tracks. Sec-
tion 2 says the harm has been done, and
you can run into court making the ar-
gument that it is discriminatory.

Tragically, all we were left with, be-
fore the Brnovich case, was section 2.
But here, what has happened in this
case that came out of Arizona—a place
where the big lie is playing out every
day with a false and misleading and
disreputable vote count. To my col-
league, I don’t know what they found
yet, but it is certainly one that has no
basis in fact.

The Court in Brnovich suggested that
they would have something called
guideposts—I call them burdens or sug-
gestions—that when reviewing claims
that are facially so-called neutral elec-
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tion policy, practice, or voting rule,
and it is discriminating, you can look
at these aspects.

You can burden us by saying, ‘‘Here
is what you look at.” Are they ordi-
nary burdens or mere inconvenience
exception, the size of disparities and
burdens imposed by the challenge rule,
other opportunities to vote provided by
a State’s election system.

So, the polls are closed. You can’t do
a mail ballot. You don’t have Souls to
the Polls. So, just find some other way
to vote.

That is the question. They say,
‘“‘other opportunities to vote.” You
close out all the other supporting as-
pects of voting, and maybe you can get
to vote in a snowstorm. Maybe you can
get to vote as a military person in bat-
tle. Maybe you can show up to the vot-
ing poll on election day because that is
another opportunity. Maybe you can
get on a plane and leave battle to vote.
These are the just nonsensical aspects
of the Brnovich case.

Legitimate State interests justifying
the challenge voting rule—oh, there is
a State interest to close your polling
locations in minority neighborhoods,
to not have places to get a voter ID in
eight counties in Texas when you have
a law that says you must have a voting
ID, or to close out Souls to the Polls, a
perfectly legal concept to allow people
who work around the clock through a
Sunday to go vote. I guess you would
tell them to just find another oppor-
tunity.

When we were in the middle of
COVID-19 and nurses and doctors were
working around the clock, Harris
County said: We will give you 24-hour
voting.

Legally, law enforcement present,
machines in order, no fraud detected at
all, but you are fighting COVID, and
you might not get off until 1 a.m., 3
a.m., 4 a.m.

Yet, this is what the big lie brings
about, and then the degree to which a
voting rule departs from what was a
standard practice when section 2 was
amended in 1982.

Now, the crisis of this is that all of
this must be run down for you to be
able to prevail under section 2, under
the Brnovich case.

Taken together, this Supreme Court
cabal is saying to racial, ethnic, and
language minorities already intimi-
dated—and you need to look at what
John Lewis faced in 1965, this brunt
force, law enforcement on horses chas-
ing foot soldiers back over the bridge,
8-year-olds running for their lives, and
bloodied older persons, foot soldiers,
and John Robert Lewis, who said he
thought he was going to die.
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That is what sacrifice has been made
for voting. Taken together, this court
decision is saying: What is the big
deal? It is only voting. Just like with
bad weather, sometimes you just have
to grin and bear it and have a little in-
convenience. Just a little bit of dis-
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crimination. Why are you concerned
about that?

And so I assume that without the
24th amendment, that this conserv-
ative majority and the court will sub-
ject poll taxes and literacy tests to the
review standard enunciated in
Brnovich. Just a little bit of inconven-
ience. Take that money out and pay
that poll tax. You don’t have any
money? I guess your fundamental right
to vote has just been extinguished.

That is where we are today. That is
why we are here today challenging the
filibuster, speaking about the Fed-
eralist papers nullification, and trying
to understand that the Constitution
prevails over all of these miserly bills
across the Nation. The 15th amend-
ment and then the Constitution state-
ment, very clearly says that Congress,
that no one can nullify or stop your
rights as a person that is elected to
Congress because they have no rights.

Madam Speaker, I include in the
RECORD an article, an op-ed, that I sub-
mitted on June 26, 2021, authored by
myself.

WHERE GOP LAWMAKERS HAVE PASSED NEW
VOTING RESTRICTIONS AROUND THE COUNTRY

Republican state legislators have intro-
duced hundreds of bills that would tighten
access to voting around the country, many
of them echoing former president Donald
Trump’s false claims that loose election laws
allowed fraud to taint the 2020 White House
race.

The groundswell began early this year with
the introduction of 2563 bills proposing voting
restrictions across 43 states as of mid-Feb-
ruary, according to the nonpartisan Brennan
Center for Justice. That number rose to at
least 389 bills in 48 states as of mid-May.

The national spotlight is now on Texas
after Democratic lawmakers left the state on
July 12 in an effort to block passage of one
of the most stringent new voting measures
in the country. Texas Gov. Greg Abbott (R)
said the members could face arrest when
they return, which is not expected until the
state’s special legislative session concludes—
potentially as late as Aug. 7.

Across the country, 17 states have enacted
laws this year that tighten the rules around
casting ballots and running elections, ac-
cording to the nonpartisan Voting Rights
Lab, which tracks developments in state
election law.

Many of the bills target mail voting and
other policies that helped safeguard the fran-
chise during the coronavirus pandemic and
produce the highest turnout among Amer-
ican voters in more than a century.

Some of the bills also seek to curtail early
voting, impose restrictions on voter registra-
tion efforts, limit the power of local officials
to oversee elections and stop private donors
from supplementing their operational budg-
ets.

Democratic-controlled states have moved
in the other direction, approving measures
to formalize more permissive voting policies
from 2020, complementing proposed federal
legislation to protect voting rights with a
set of national standards.

In addition to the states listed below, Ala-
bama, Arkansas, Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky,
Montana, North Dakota, New Hampshire,
Nevada, Tennessee, Texas, Utah and Wyo-
ming have also passed laws with restrictive
language.
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STATES WITH SIGNIFICANT NEW VOTING
RESTRICTIONS

Arizona—Enacted May 11 and June 30

Republicans in Arizona changed the state’s
popular Permanent Early Voting List, which
determines who receives mail ballots each
election cycle.

The new rules mean voters who do not cast
a ballot at least once every two years will
have to respond to a government notice to
avoid being removed from the list and to
continue getting a ballot in the mail.

Another measure, signed into law on June
30, stripped power from Democratic Sec-
retary of State Katie Hobbs, allowed third
parties designated by the legislature to flag
ineligible voters for removal from the rolls
and provided funds for election security and
post-election recounts.

Florida—Enacted May 6

New state law signed May 6 institutes a
number of changes, including requiring vot-
ers to renew their mail voting application
every two years and to submit a form of
identification.

With some exceptions, voters’ access to
drop boxes for returning mail ballots will be
limited to early voting hours, a maximum of
12 hours per day.

If any drop box is found to be accessible
outside of these hours, the local supervisor
of elections could be subject to a civil pen-
alty of $25,000.

Voters will be permitted to drop off only
two ballots for nonfamily members.

The law gives partisan election observers
more access to the ballot counting process.

It also prevents behavior undertaken with
the ‘‘intent’” of influencing a voter, so the
law is likely to bar efforts to provide food
and water to people waiting in line to cast
in-person ballots.

Donations to election budgets from private
individuals are also not allowed.

Georgia—Enacted March 25

Georgia’s new voting law signed by Gov.
Brian Kemp (R) on March 25 imposes a num-
ber of restrictions on voting in the state,
earning it comparisons to the Jim Crow laws
that effectively blocked Black men and
women from voting in the American South.

Specifically, the rules prevent proactively
sending mail ballot applications to voters,
require voters to submit identification with
their application to be approved and shorten
the time frame for the application process to
take place.

Like several other states, Georgia added
new restrictions on the use of mail ballot
drop boxes and prohibited providing food or
water to people waiting in line to vote in
person. Legislators also stripped certain
powers from the secretary of state, removing
that official as chair of the State Election
Board and allowing the General Assembly to
select his or her replacement.

ITowa—Enacted March 8

New Iowa voting law shortens the applica-
tion period for mail ballots and bars election
officials from proactively sending applica-
tion forms to voters.

County auditors can face criminal charges
if they do not follow certain procedures in
purging voter rolls.

The early voting period—and voting hours
on Election Day are shorter.

Local officials’ discretion in placing drop
boxes is curtailed.

WHAT TO WATCH IN COMING WEEKS
Texas

One of the most restrictive voting bills in
the country was defeated—at least tempo-
rarily—in Texas on May 30, when a Demo-
cratic walkout in the state House caused the
chamber to miss the deadline for passage.
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The GOP bills would empower partisan poll
watchers and impose stiff penalties on elec-
tion administrators for actions such as send-
ing unsolicited mail ballot applications to
voters.

Comparing the legislation to Jim Crow
laws, critics have said it would dispropor-
tionately affect people of color.

The measures would prohibit drive-up vot-
ing and other methods used widely by Black
and Latino voters in Houston to cast ballots
during the coronavirus pandemic, as well as
create strict signature-matching rules that
could force the rejection of valid votes cast
by mail.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
I yield to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. TORRES), my co-anchor, and
I thank him again for his joining me
tonight, and for our journey that we
are on trying to raise up justice in this
country.

Mr. TORRES of New York. Madam
Speaker, both the 2020 and 2021 election
cycles have been a powerful testament
to the influence of the Black vote.

I proudly come from New York State
where we have seen a golden age of
Black political power: the attorney
general, the State Senate majority
leader, the State assembly speaker, the
mayor, are all Black.

And we know that but for the Black
vote, President Biden would have never
won the Presidency, and the Democrats
never would have won a majority in
the Senate. And the attempts at voter
suppression that we have seen threat-
ens to reverse the racial progress that
has been made.

Increasingly, we are becoming a mul-
tiracial democracy. You know, 70 per-
cent of the Democratic Caucus consists
of people of color, women, and mem-
bers of the LGBTQ community. But
you would never know that from the
structure of the Senate. The structure
of the Senate concentrates power in a
small subset of States that are much
Whiter, much more rural, much more
conservative than the rest of the coun-
try.

Before the Democratic party won the
Senate in 2021, the Senate Republican
majority represented 10 to 15 million
fewer people than the Senate Demo-
cratic minority. And the problem is
that the filibuster takes the undemo-
cratic structure of the Senate to an
even greater extreme.

The notion that one Senator, who
represents a State smaller than our
congressional districts, should have the
power to overturn the will of the Presi-
dent and the Senate and the House, is
profoundly undemocratic. It makes an
absurdity of the democratic process.

One particularly egregious example
of the filibuster can be found in the
area of gun safety. In a rational world,
every gun would be registered and safe-
ly stored. Every gun owner would be li-
censed and trained. Every gun sale
would be subject to a background
check.

But there is nothing rational about a
political system that enables one Sen-
ator from a State smaller than my con-
gressional district to filibuster gun
safety at the expense of 330 million
Americans.
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Name any cause: LGBTQ equality,
voting rights enforcement, immigra-
tion reform, democracy reform, crimi-
nal justice reform, all of these causes
have died at the hands of the filibuster.

I would submit to you that we have a
party in America that is intent on
holding power at any cost and by any
means necessary. If the Republican
party cannot win democratically, then
it will insist on winning
undemocratically through voter sup-
pression, gerrymandering, the struc-
ture of the Senate, the electoral col-
lege, right-wing judicial activism on
the Supreme Court. All of these are
means of holding onto power by any
means necessary. All of these are
means of subverting democracy at any
cost. That is the challenge that lies be-
fore us.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from New York.
I am so glad he said the words ‘‘by any
means necessary.”” That is striking,
and without a doubt, the approach of
the activist Supreme Court, right-
wing, of the big lies, and of those who
wish to stall and stop the very lifeline
of American democracy, and that is the
right of each person to vote their con-
scious.

As we have said: Our message, our
power; but our voice, our vote; our
vote, our voice. And I thank him for
joining me this evening for elaborating
and detailing and roll-calling where we
are today.

I notice the gentleman did not step
in the breach and indicate that we
might need to expand the Court. That
is another discussion altogether.

Madam Speaker, I am delighted to
yield to the distinguished gentlewoman
from Missouri (Ms. BUSH), a member of
the Judiciary Committee. I think she
can speak in her own way on the vital-
ity of a vote for poor people.

Ms. BUSH. Madam Speaker, I thank
the chairwoman for this moment to be
able to address about something that I
still have trouble understanding the
need to address when people fell, when
people bled, when people died, and we
are still here. And all of that happened,
so much of it happened before I was
even born, even thought of, and we are
still here.

So, St. Louis and I, we rise today, be-
cause in Missouri our right to vote is
being taken away. Taken away from
many of us. And by us, let me be clear
that I mean Black folks, I mean Brown
folks, I mean Indigenous folks.
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Despite the raising of our voices, de-
spite the marching of our feet, and de-
spite our turning out the vote to de-
liver the government to Democrats,
the Senate has yet to do anything
about it. H.R. 1 is gathering dust in the
Senate, and the filibuster remains in-
tact. With every passing day, the re-
ality of the situation worsens.

Yet, rather than acting with urgency,
some have even suggested instead we
want to out-organize voter suppression.
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After an election year when Black,
Brown, and indigenous organizers gave
their blood, their sweat, and their tears
to deliver a Democratic House, Senate,
and White House. A year when Black
women turned the longtime red State
of Georgia blue. When Black, Brown,
and indigenous voters stood in dis-
proportionately long lines to cast their
ballots on an election day that is not a
Federal holiday. A year when Black,
Brown, and indigenous communities
have been disproportionately harmed
by this pandemic, yet turned out in the
face of these suppression tactics to
vote in record numbers.

We did this because we were promised
justice. We were promised that our
right to vote would be secure, and we
were promised a sustainable future.

But rather than deliver on these
promises, we were asked again to give
our blood, our sweat, and our tears?

To those who say just out-organize
rather than legislate, I say shame.
Shame, Madam Speaker, that you take
our labor for granted. Shame that you
take our struggle for granted, and
shame that your promises continue to
go unfulfilled. Like my chairwoman
said, we have people who are living,
struggling, burdened, and oppressed in
ways that others aren’t, and are the
ones who suffer the most.

Shame that rather than doing every-
thing within your power, Madam
Speaker, to deliver us the future, we
are being asked to overcome voter sup-
pression again.

To those who are telling us just to
out-organize voter suppression, my
message to you is this: We already did.

Thank you, Madam Speaker for recognizing
me to anchor this Special Order on the fierce
urgency of preserving the precious right to
vote by passing H.R. 4, the John Lewis Voting
Rights Advancement Act, and legislation like
H.R. 1, the For The People Act.

| am delighted to be co-anchoring this Con-
gressional Black Caucus Special Order at the
request of our tireless leader for justice, Con-
gresswoman JOYCE BEATTY of Ohio, and to be
joined by co-anchor, Congressman RITCHIE
TORRES of New York, and many members of
the CBC.

Before | begin, Madam Speaker, let me
share some history and important numbers
with our colleagues and the nation that show
for most of the past 56 years, support for the
Voting Rights Act and protecting, preserving,
and expanding the right to vote of all Ameri-
cans has been an issue that Americans have
supported in overwhelming numbers all across
the nation.

On July 9, 1965, House passed the Voting
Rights Act by a 333-85 vote, with Democrats
voting 221-61 and Republicans 112-24.

House later approved the VRA conference
report on August 3 by a 328-74 vote (Demo-
crats 217-54, Republicans 111-20).

The Senate passed the VRA on August 4
by a 79—-18 vote, with Democrats voting 49-17
and Republicans 30-1.

This landmark legislation, P.L. 89—-10, was
signed into law by President Lyndon Johnson
as on August 6, 1965.

Five years later, on June 22, 1970, the VRA
was renewed for five years as Public Law 91—
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285, passing the House by a vote of 272—-132
and the Senate by a vote of 64-12.

Five years later, on June 4, 1975, Congress
extended the VRA for seven years, enacting
Public Law 94-73, with majorities of 341-70 in
the House and 77—-12 in the Senate.

On June 29, 1982, a Republican-controlled
Senate joined with a Democratic House to
pass Public Law 97-205, extending the VRA
for 10 years, with the vote in the Senate of
85-8 and the vote in the House of 389-24.

Ten years later, the bipartisan Voting Rights
Language Assistance Act was passed as Pub-
lic Law 102-344 on August 26, 1992.

And on July 27, 2006, the Voting Rights Act
was extended for 25 years when the Congress
passed Public Law 109-246 (H.R. 9), the
Fannie Lou Hamer, Rosa Parks, and Coretta
Scott King Voting Rights Act Reauthorization
and Amendments Act of 2006.

The vote for H.R. 9 was 390-33 in the
House and 98-0 in the Senate.

Madam Speaker, every extension of the
Voting Rights Act recounted above was signed
into law by a Republican President, from Rich-
ard Nixon to Gerald Ford to Ronald Reagan to
George H.W. Bush, and George W. Bush.

This chain of bipartisan support for voting
rights stood solid and unbreakable until the
Supreme Court’'s horrendous decision in
Shelby County v. Holder 570 U.S. 529 (2013).

PROTECTING AND PRESERVING VOTING RIGHTS

Madam Speaker, the serious damage to the
precious right to vote occasioned by the right-
wing, conservative majority on the Supreme
Court demands that Congress exercise its
powers under Section 5 of the 15th Amend-
ment to restore the extraordinary reach and
effectiveness of Section 2 and Section 5 of the
Voting Rights Act.

As an aside, Madam Speaker, on the objec-
tion of VRA opponents to states subject
preclearance having the burden to bail them-
selves out, | have long said that the states
that were subject to preclearance under the
Voting Rights Act earned their way in, so it
only fitting that they earn their way out.

Madam Speaker, June 25, 2021, marked
the 8th anniversary of the Supreme Court’s in-
famous decision in Shelby County v Holder,
570 U.S. 529 (2013), which immobilized the
Department of Justice from subjecting dis-
criminatory voting and election law changes to
prior review and approval, or “preclearance.”

It was predicted at the time by me and other
defenders of the precious right to vote that the
Court’s misguided and naive decision would
usher in a wave of state and local initiatives
intended to suppress and nullify the rights of
black Americans, persons of color, young
adults, and marginalized communities to exer-
cise the most basic act in the political process:
voting.

As we have seen in recent months, this pre-
diction has tragically come to pass.

Not to be content with the monument to dis-
grace that is the Shelby decision, the activist
right-wing conservative majority on the Rob-
erts Court, on July 1, 2021, issued its evil
twin, the decision in the Arizona case of
Brnovoich v. DNC, 594 U.S. , No. 19-1257
and 19-1258 (July 1, 2021), which engrafts on
Section 2 of the Voting Rights onerous bur-
dens that Congress never intended and explic-
itly legislated against to ensure that:

“No voting qualification or prerequisite to
voting or standard, practice, or procedure shall
be imposed or applied by any State or political
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subdivision in a manner which results in a de-
nial or abridgement of the right of any citizen
of the United States to vote on account of
race or color, or language minority status.”

Among these burdens, couched as “guide-
posts,” or “suggestions” are that when review-
ing claims that a facially neutral election law,
policy, practice, or voting rule has a discrimi-
nator, and therefore unlawful, effect on minor-
ity citizens, courts are to consider the following
matters:

1. An “ordinary burdens” or “mere incon-
venience” exception;

2. Size of disparities in burdens imposed by
the challenged rule;

3. Other opportunities to vote provided by a
state’s election system;

4. Legitimate state interests justifying the
challenged voting rule; and

5. The degree to which a voting rule departs
from what was standard practice when Section
2 was amended in 1982

Taken together, this Supreme Court cabal is
saying to racial, ethnic, and language minori-
ties: “What's the big deal, it's only voting. Just
like with bad weather, sometimes you just
have grin and bear a little inconvenience.”

This Supreme Court majority has simply
never understood, or refuses to accept, the
fundamental importance of the right to vote,
free of discriminatory hurdles and obstacles.

Madam Speaker, were it not for the 24th
Amendment, | venture to say that this con-
servative majority on the Court would subject
poll taxes and literacy tests to the review
standard enunciated in Brnovich v. DNC.

Their predecessors on the Court understood
this, going back at least as far as 1938, when
the Supreme Court held in Chief Justice
Hughes’ famous Footnote 4 in United States
v. Carolene Products, 304 U.S. 144 (1938),
that government action alleged to discriminate
against “discrete and insular minorities” would
be subject to “strict scrutiny” by reviewing
courts.

Madam Speaker, you might be asking who
are these “discrete and insular minorities”
about whom the Court was referring?

The answer is they were and are persons
“excluded from “those political processes ordi-
narily to be relied upon to protect” them, racial
and language minorities, and aliens, all of
whom were denied the single most important
tool for protecting and advancing one’s inter-
ests in a democracy: the right to vote.

| ask unanimous consent to include in the
record of this hearing, a June 26, 2021 op-ed
authored by me entitled “A Strong Voting
Rights Act Is Needed Now More Than Ever.”

It is useful, Madam Speaker, to recount how
we arrived at this day.

Madam Speaker, fifty-six years ago, in
Selma, Alabama, hundreds of heroic souls
risked their lives for freedom and to secure the
right to vote for all Americans by their partici-
pation in marches for voting rights on “Bloody
Sunday,” “Turnaround Tuesday,” or the final,
completed march from Selma to Montgomery.

Those “foot soldiers” of Selma, brave and
determined men and women, boys and girls,
persons of all races and creeds, loved their
country so much that they were willing to risk
their lives to make it better, to bring it even
closer to its founding ideals.

The foot soldiers marched because they be-
lieved that all persons have dignity and the
right to equal treatment under the law, and in
the making of the laws, which is the funda-
mental essence of the right to vote.
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On that day, Sunday, March 7, 1965, more
than 600 civil rights demonstrators, including
our beloved former colleague, the late Con-
gressman John Lewis of Georgia, were bru-
tally attacked by state and local police at the
Edmund Pettus Bridge as they marched from
Selma to Montgomery in support of the right to
vote.

“Bloody Sunday” was a defining moment in
American history because it crystallized for the
nation the necessity of enacting a strong and
effective federal law to protect the right to vote
of every American.

No one who witnessed the violence and
brutally suffered by the foot soldiers for justice
who gathered at the Edmund Pettus Bridge
will ever forget it; the images are deeply
seared in the American memory and experi-
ence.

On August 6, 1965, in the Rotunda of the
Capitol and in the presence of such luminaries
as the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and
Rev. Ralph Abernathy of the Southern Chris-
tian Leadership Conference; Roy Wilkins of
the NAACP; Whitney Young of the National
Urban League; James Foreman of the Con-
gress of Racial Equality; A. Philip Randolph of
the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters; John
Lewis of the Student Non-Violent Coordinating
Committee; Senators Robert Kennedy, Hubert
Humphrey, and Everett Dirksen; President
Johnson addressed the nation before signing
the Voting Rights Act: “The vote is the most
powerful instrument ever devised by man for
breaking down injustice and destroying the ter-
rible walls which imprison men because they
are different from other men.”

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 was critical to
preventing brazen voter discrimination viola-
tions that historically left millions of African
Americans disenfranchised.

In 1940, for example, there were less than
30,000 African Americans registered to vote in
Texas and only about 3 percent of African
Americans living in the South were registered
to vote.

Poll taxes, literacy tests, and threats of vio-
lence were the major causes of these racially
discriminatory results.

After passage of the Voting Rights Act in
1965, which prohibited these discriminatory
practices, registration and electoral participa-
tion steadily increased to the point that by
2012, more than 1.2 million African Americans
living in Texas were registered to vote.

In 1964, the year before the Voting Rights
Act became law, there were approximately
300 African-Americans in public office, includ-
ing just three in Congress.

Few, if any, African Americans held elective
office anywhere in the South.

Because of the Voting Rights Act, in 2007
there were more than 9,100 black elected offi-
cials, including 46 members of Congress, the
largest number ever.

Madam Speaker, the Voting Rights Act
opened the political process for many of the
approximately 6,000 Hispanic public officials
that have been elected and appointed nation-
wide, including more than 275 at the state or
federal level, 32 of whom serve in Congress.

Native Americans, Asians and others who
have historically encountered harsh barriers to
full political participation also have benefited
greatly.

As | indicated, the crown jewel of the Voting
Rights Act of 1965 is Section 5, which re-
quires that states and localities with a chronic
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record of discrimination in voting practices se-
cure federal approval before making any
changes to voting processes.

Section 5 has protected minority voting
rights where voter discrimination has histori-
cally been the worst.

Between 1982 and 2006, Section 5 stopped
more than 1,000 discriminatory voting changes
in their tracks, including 107 discriminatory
changes right here in Texas.

Passed in 1965 with the extraordinary lead-
ership of President Lyndon Johnson, the
greatest legislative genius of our lifetime, the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 was bringing dra-
matic change in many states across the
South.

But in 1972, change was not coming fast
enough or in many places in Texas.

In fact, Texas, which had never elected a
woman to Congress or an African American to
the Texas State Senate, was not covered by
Section 5 of the 1965 Voting Rights Act and
the language minorities living in South Texas
were not protected at all.

But thanks to the Voting Rights Act of 1965
and the tireless voter registration work per-
formed in 1972 by Hillary Clinton in Texas,
along “With hundreds of others, including her
future husband Bill, Barbara Jordan was elect-
ed to Congress, giving meaning to the prom-
ise of the Voting Rights Act that all citizens
would at long last have the right to cast a vote
for person of their community, from their com-
munity, for their community.

Madam Speaker, it is a source of eternal
pride to all of us in Houston that in pursuit of
extending the full measure of citizenship to all
Americans, in 1975 Congresswoman Barbara
Jordan, who also represented this historic 18th
Congressional District of Texas, introduced,
and the Congress adopted, what are now Sec-
tions 4(f)(3) and 4(f)(4) of the Voting Rights
Act, which extended the protections of Section
4(a) and Section 5 to language minorities.

During the floor debate on the 1975 reau-
thorization of the Voting Rights Act, Congress-
woman Jordan explained why this reform was
needed:

“There are Mexican-American people in the
State of Texas who have been denied the
right to vote; who have been impeded in their
efforts to register and vote; who have not had
encouragement from those election officials
because they are brown people.

“So, the state of Texas, if we approve this
measure, would be brought “within the cov-
erage of this Act for the first time.”

When it comes to extending and protecting
the precious right to vote, the Lone Star
State—the home state of Lyndon Johnson and
Barbara Jordan—could be the leading state in
the Union, one that sets the example for the
nation.

But to realize that future, Texas must turn
from and not return to the dark days of the
past.

By embracing the discriminatory Texas SB7
and the “Big Lie” that the 2020 election, by all
accounts adjudged the most secure and inclu-
sive in American history, was riven by voter
fraud, Texas Republicans are making the
wrong choice to their eternal shame.

Texans must remain ever vigilant and op-
pose all schemes that will abridge or dilute the
precious right to vote, like the odious Texas
SB7 recently passed by the Texas State Sen-
ate but killed, but not yet permanently, by the
unity and courage of Democrats in the Texas
State House of Representatives.
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Madam Speaker, | applaud the House
Democrats of the Texas General Assembly for
being on the front lines, fighting in opposition
to Texas SB7 on the House floor and | join
with them in calling upon the U.S. Senate to
eliminate the filibuster and to bring to the floor
for debate and vote—so Congress can pass—
H.R. 1 and H.R. 4, the John Lewis Voting
Rights Advancement Act.

We must all do our part to preserve this
most important heritage because it was
earned with the sacrifices and the lives of our
ancestors.

The right to vote is a “powerful instrument
that can break down the walls of injustice” and
must be protected against attack from all en-
emies, foreign and domestic, using all the
legal tools at our disposal.

Madam Speaker, the right to vote and to
participate meaningfully in civic and political
affairs has done more to advance the cause of
freedom, justice, and equality than the Second
Amendment has ever done, if it has done any-
thing at all.

It is time the Congress act to protect and
expand the right to vote, the only right that is
preservative of every other right.

Madam Speaker, I include in the
RECORD an article titled ‘“‘John Lewis
leaves behind a powerful legacy of so-
cial justice.”

[From the Washington Post, July 19, 2020]
JOHN LEWIS LEAVES BEHIND A POWERFUL
LEGACY OF SOCIAL JUSTICE
(By Peniel E. Joseph)

On July 17, congressman and civil rights
leader John Lewis died at 80, on the same
day as 95-year-old stalwart C.T. Vivian, Mar-
tin Luther King’s favorite preacher. Both
leave behind a legacy of social justice activ-
ism that played a pivotal role in some of the
most resounding victories of the civil rights
movement: America’s Second Reconstruc-
tion.

Lewis’s death comes at a critical moment
in U.S. history, amid a moral and political
reckoning on black dignity and citizenship
that represents nothing less than a Third
American Reconstruction. And his life pro-
vides lessons for activists today on how to
confront racial violence, forge productive al-
liances and transform American democracy.

Born in 1940 in Troy, Ala., to a family of
sharecropping farmers, the deeply religious
Lewis joined the movement for black dignity
and citizenship as a student activist in Nash-
ville. Already enthralled by the dazzling ora-
tory of the young Martin Luther King Jr.,
Lewis enjoyed an unusual kind of political
apprenticeship under the mentorship of an
array of movement leaders. He learned the
practical application of nonviolent civil dis-
obedience from the Rev. James Lawson and
became fast friends with fellow student ac-
tivists such as Diane Nash. Ella Baker,
founder of the Student Nonviolent Coordi-
nating Committee (SNCC, pronounced
“‘snick’’), played a critical role in convincing
students such as Lewis that they—and not
just King and older generations of preach-
ers—could play pivotal leadership roles in an
unfolding national drama.

Lewis’s calm demeanor, personal sincerity
and outward humility made him a quiet star
among student leaders. He was arrested doz-
ens of times for civil rights activism between
1960 and 1966. In 1961, he joined hundreds of
volunteers on Freedom Rides, traveling
throughout the Jim Crow South to challenge
segregated bus terminals. On May 14, 1961,
Lewis experienced a vicious beating at the
hands of a white mob as a Freedom Rider in
Anniston, Ala. It was the first of many bru-
tal experiences he endured as an activist,



July 26, 2021

and such punishment bolstered Lewis’s polit-
ical resolve to defeat racial segregation.

Elected chairman of SNCC in 1963, Lewis
became the youngest national civil rights
leader of the 1960s. At 23, he was the young-
est speaker at the March on Washington on
Aug. 28, 1963. Although parts of the collec-
tively written speech were abandoned after
objections from white allies in the move-
ment, Lewis prepared the nation for contin-
ued racial combat in the service of justice.
“By the force of our demands, our deter-
mination and our numbers, we shall splinter
the desegregated South into a thousand
pieces and pull them back together in the
image of God and democracy,’”’ he argued.

Lewis effectively navigated between stu-
dent militants in SNCC—which craved trans-
formational political change radical enough
to protect black life in the Mississippi Delta
and Alabama black belt—and more prag-
matic civil rights leaders who viewed the
Democratic Party as the most effective vehi-
cle for widespread social change. In 1964,
Lewis encountered Malcolm X while touring
Africa in hopes of forging international alli-
ances to strengthen domestic black freedom
struggles and came away from his meeting
impressed with the black nationalist icon’s
willingness to explore political alliances
with civil rights leaders.

On March 7, 1965, Lewis, dressed in a crisp
white shirt, tie, raincoat and backpack,
joined several hundred demonstrators cross-
ing the Edmund Pettus Bridge in Selma,
Ala., who were routed by blue-helmeted state
troopers. The violence that afternoon left
Lewis with permanent scars on his head. But
the activists’ resolve in the face of violent
opposition helped trigger the moral and po-
litical outrage that led to the passage of vot-
ing rights legislation. Lewis’s involvement
at that moment made visible to the whole
nation the violent, racist dehumanization of
black people.

In May 1966, Stokely Carmichael, the char-
ismatic Howard University activist and
friend turned organizational rival, replaced
Lewis as SNCC chairman. Carmichael’s call
for ‘“‘Black Power!”’ the next month during a
civil rights demonstration in Mississippi
helped to transform the aesthetics of the
black freedom struggle. Lewis completed his
college degree at Fisk University at the mo-
ment when Black Power activists were call-
ing for a dramatic and radical restructuring
of American democracy. The political vision
of Black Power activists, despite political
disagreements with Carmichael and SNCC,
inspired Lewis, who used the racial soli-
darity forged in the crucible of the move-
ment as a springboard to political office.

As the radical hopes of the 1960s faded in
the aftermath of King’s assassination on
April 4, 1968, Lewis turned to electoral poli-
tics. In 1986, he won the Georgia congres-
sional seat he would hold until his death in
an ugly political battle with Julian Bond,
the charismatic SNCC activist and former
friend turned bitter adversary. Over the next
34 years, Lewis went from staring down the
forces of white supremacy at bus stations
and bridges to confronting these same adver-
saries in the U.S. Congress. Bringing orga-
nizing skills learned as an activist and rad-
ical ideas about transforming American life,
he fought valiantly for health-care, gun-con-
trol and anti-poverty legislation. During the
late 1980s and 1990s as the nation turned
away from the vision of the ‘‘Beloved Com-
munity” outlined at the March on Wash-
ington, Lewis advocated for a return to the
anti-poverty and anti-racist policies that
briefly flourished during the 1960s.

The American political establishment,
over time, caught up with his accomplish-
ments. Barack Obama’s watershed presi-
dential election proved a boon to Lewis’s po-
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litical legacy, with the first black president
acknowledging the congressman’s towering
achievements with a Presidential Medal of
Freedom. Lewis recognized Obama’s ascent
as part of a political harvest reaped from the
bloodstained sacrifices of earlier genera-
tions.

Lewis understood that those struggles for
black dignity and citizenship continued dur-
ing his lifetime. He embraced the Black
Lives Matter movement, including the re-
cent national and global protests for racial
justice and equality in the aftermath of
George Floyd’s killing at the hands of police.
“It is so much more massive and all-inclu-
sive,” Lewis noted of Black Lives Matter.
Whereas black women, including those who
helped to nurture Lewis and lead the move-
ment, were excluded from speaking at the
March on Washington in 1963, he marveled to
witness the prominence of black women in
the BLM movement—as featured leaders, or-
ganizers and strategists. As an elder states-
man within political and civil rights circles,
Lewis continued to encourage the young to
lead a movement he recognized as con-
tinuing into our own time.

Lewis’s extraordinary life offers important
lessons for contemporary generations orga-
nizing for black equality in America and
around the world. His example teaches us
that movements for racial justice have al-
ways been denigrated by authorities and
been targets of violence by political, legisla-
tive and military bodies. Young people who
refused to heed the warnings of an older gen-
eration helped to transform American de-
mocracy, but they received crucial men-
toring from a council of elders who believed,
like Baker, that strong people did not re-
quire charismatic top-down patriarchal lead-
ership. To the contrary, young activists
could be trusted to ask the right questions
that would lead to what Lewis called the
‘“‘good trouble’ capable of ending systemic
racism, structural violence and white su-
premacy.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam Speaker,
the right to vote free from intimidation or ob-
stacle is the most precious right of any Amer-
ican citizen, a pillar of our democratic system.
And when that right, that pillar, is threatened
for anyone, it is a threat to us all—to our de-
mocracy and to our very way of life.

For Texans, this fight is personal. Earlier
this year, Republican lawmakers in the Texas
Legislature introduced a series of new voting
laws, yet antiquated in thought, that would re-
strict access to the polls for people across the
state. Unfortunately, we are all too familiar
with these types of efforts to strip our right to
vote here in Texas. In fact, | remember having
to pay a poll tax when | voted in my first elec-
tion in Dallas. And although these new efforts
are not as blatant as a poll tax, they are
equally as confining.

These new waves of voter restriction efforts
are not new—and neither is the opposition to
them. From our late colleague Congressman
John Lewis marching across the Edmund
Pettis Bridge in 1965, to the extension of the
Voting Rights Act in 2006, to the Texas Demo-
crats breaking quorum to prevent the passage
of restrictive voting laws this month. It is in-
cumbent upon us to keep alive that opposition
to similar efforts, and to inform and inspire the
next generation to do the same.

It is in that spirit that |, once again, call on
the Senate to pass H.R. 1, the For the People
Act. We can no longer afford the cost of inac-
tion on this issue. This fight is about the future
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of Texas, it's about the future of the United
States, and it's about the future of democracy.

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Madam Speaker,
this month marked the one-year anniversary of
the passing of our dear friend and beloved
colleague John Lewis. Sadly, while we reflect
upon his legacy, there are efforts underway in
State Houses across the nation to turn back
the clock and erect barriers to voter participa-
tion in elections.

We all know that the premise behind these
efforts is a lie—namely, that the 2020 election
was stolen and that there was rampant voter
fraud. In my home state of Georgia, these
falsehoods led to the passage and ultimate
enactment of Senate Bill 202, which was given
the misleading name, “the Georgia Civics Re-
newal Act.” The lie also provided the impetus
for the attack on the United States Capitol on
January 6.

The measures being put forward in states
like Georgia reduce voter access to the polls
under the guise of protecting the vote. Geor-
gia’s SB 202 limits drop boxes, imposes ID re-
quirements on absentee voting, restricts early
voting on weekends, allows state officials to
circumvent the work of election officials if they
do not like the results they are seeing, and
even makes it a crime to offer food and water
to voters waiting in line.

It is a ruse that disproportionately impacts
voters whose voices have too often been si-
lenced. Why? Because those voices—African
American voices in Georgia—made all the dif-
ference in 2020.

The integrity of our elections is enhanced by
greater voter participation—not less. As Martin
Luther King, Jr. once said, “voting is the foun-
dation stone of political action.”

Earlier this year, | co-sponsored H.R. 1, For
the People Act, which is a voting and elections
bill that protects access, promotes the creation
of fairer districts, and supports public financing
of campaigns. The legislation passed the
House on March 3 by a vote of 220 to 210.

| also supported H.R. 4, the John Lewis Vot-
ing Rights Enhancement Act, which the House
had approved last Congress.

H.R. 4 is intended to fix the enforcement
provisions of the original Voting Rights Act
that were gutted by the Supreme Court in the
2013 Shelby County v. Holder decision.

The Court’s conservative majority held that
the formula for determining whether jurisdic-
tions were subject to the law’s Justice Depart-
ment pre-clearance procedure for voting and
election changes by state and local govern-
ments were outdated. This mostly focused on
southern states with a long history of racially
discriminatory voter suppression.

Contrary to the court’s opinion and since
then, hundreds of bills across several state
legislatures have been proposed that would
make access to the ballot box increasingly dif-
ficult for many people—more so for commu-
nities of color, students, seniors, and disabled
people. Some of these bills have become law.

In many cases, those who are rolling back
access to the vote are also involved in the de-
cennial redistricting process in which congres-
sional and state legislative maps will be set
until 2032.

These are precisely the kind of decisions
the Justice Department was able to scrutinize
under the pre-Shelby County Voting Rights
Act.

The John Lewis Voting Rights Enhancement
Act will rectify this wrong and fine-tune that
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formula so that the Supreme Court cannot
strike it down again.

Madam Speaker, | know that John Lewis is
looking down upon us now. If he were here
with us today, | know that he would be on the
House floor tonight and would be imploring us
in that booming voice of his to continue the
fight for voting rights to which he devoted his
life and career.

It is the same fight for which he endured un-
speakable brutality while attempting to cross
the Edmund Pettus Bridge on the march from
Selma to Montgomery. We cannot turn back
now.

———
ISSUES OF THE DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2021, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ROY) is recognized until 10 p.m. as
the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. ROY. Madam Speaker, I have
been listening to my friend from Texas,
the gentleman from New York, and
other speakers, my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, and I can’t help
but observe the reality of the Shelby
County decision as it was offered by
the United States Supreme Court’s ma-
jority authored by Chief Justice Rob-
erts.

Now, what my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle fail to mention is
the fact that the Voting Rights Act re-
mains intact and the Voting Rights
Act remains fully in effect, and its pur-
pose to ensure and preserve the ability
of Americans to vote remains fully the
law of the land. The core question be-
fore the Court back in 2012 or 2013—I
think it was argued in ‘12 and decided
in ‘13—was whether section 5, the spe-
cific preclearance provision, was, in
fact, constitutional.

Now, the fact of the matter is when
this was reauthorized back in I think
2006, it was reauthorized based on a 50-
year-old coverage formula.

Now, my friend from Texas knows
that. My colleagues on the other side
of the aisle know that it was using a 50-
year-old coverage formula. Now, people
may want to just kind of sweep that
aside and say that doesn’t matter, but
then go back and read the Supreme
Court’s opinion in 1966 on the first
challenge on the Voting Rights Act and
what the Court was saying at the time,
that when you set aside the funda-
mental role of the States in carrying
out elections, when you set aside the
10th Amendment, Madam Speaker, as
the 1965 Voting Rights Act was seeking
to do, well, then there has to be a par-
ticularly strong purpose.

What was that particularly strong
purpose?

Invidious discrimination of the kind
of the Jim Crow South of the poll taxes
and of massive disparities in voting
rates among populations in districts
where those prohibitions existed.

Fast-forward 50 years through sev-
eral iterations of the reauthorization
of the Voting Rights Act, and in 2012,
2013, when this was being debated and
when the Court decided it, the Court
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said: Look, sorry, you can’t apply 50-
year-old data to uphold and reauthor-
ize the Voting Rights Act.

Now, I know that, because I was a
lawyer on the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, and I pored over every one of
those documents that came before us
and read and reviewed them sitting as
a staffer on the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee where we knew full well what
the data was showing us and what the
data looked like. But here we are right
now and the American people are only
hearing that part of the story that we
are somehow unwinding the Voting
Rights Act.

We have done no such thing.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. ROY. Out of enormous respect
for my friend from Texas, despite the
way these hours normally work, I yield
briefly to the gentlewoman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. The gentleman
is always enormously courteous, and I
will be brief.

Since I was on the committee the
gentleman might have been staff, but I
know in the House, for example, we had
at least 100 hearings and 15,000 pages of
testimony. It was chaired at that time
by Jim Sensenbrenner, a Republican,
who was meticulous in making sure we
had a record. So I am not sure where
the gentleman is getting his informa-
tion from.

I will just finish by simply saying
that the voter suppression laws that we
are dealing with today are all engaged
responding to the big lie that there was
not a legitimate election in 2020, and
my good friend knows that President
Joe Biden and KAMALA HARRIS were
elected in 2020. So we wonder the basis
of these voter suppression laws.

Madam Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman, and I will not take more of his
time.

Mr. ROY. Madam Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentlewoman. Let me just
say, I think this body would do a won-
der for the American people if we could
engage in this for hours, not seconds.
And I think the gentlewoman agrees
that we should have this kind of debate
back and forth so the American people
can see so we can flush out our dif-
ferences, because there are things we
agree on, and there are things we dis-
agree on.

What I would respond to the gentle-
woman about the point of what oc-
curred, poring over it as a staffer as I
did, was that the Members, including
the chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee then, Mr. Sensenbrenner, as
well as on the Senate side—and I won’t
speak for the House, because I was on
the Senate side—but I was in the room
with Chairman Specter, I was in the
room with all of those that were in 2006
going through all this, and I was in the
room with about 15 Republicans who
were sitting over there, each of whom
said that it was unconstitutional, we
can’t really do this, but we dare not go
down this political road.

Okay, well, that is what that is.
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Fast-forward, and for my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle to bemoan
““activist Courts,” well, welcome to the
club. Welcome to the party of being
concerned about activist Courts. I
would argue this is not activism, but,
fine, let’s have that debate about how
much power we want to cede to the
building over there across the street,
because when we are talking about ac-
tivism, we can go way back on activ-
ism in terms of our views in terms of
Roe, in terms of Planned Parenthood v.
Casey, and other areas in which the
Court has inserted itself into the public
domain.

But, okay, here we are. The legisla-
ture acted, and the Court said: Whoa,
whoa, you can’t do that.

Why did they do that? Applying the
10th Amendment, applying fundamen-
tals of federalism, and applying the
fact that States have primacy over
election laws.

That is what the Court did. If you be-
lieve in judicial review subsequent to
Marbury v. Madison, as I believe my
friend from Texas, who is now leaving
the floor, does believe in, well, then
that is actually what the Court was
doing. That is what they did. That is
what the opinion says. When you read
the opinion, Madam Speaker, it is just
dripping with all of the things that you
would expect it to be filled with in
terms of deference to what occurred in
1965, what the Supreme Court said sub-
sequent to that about why it was in a
particularly important time for Con-
gress to step over the role of the States
because of the nature of the invidious
discrimination in Jim Crow South and
other areas of the country.

It wasn’t just the South, by the way,
there were counties all over the coun-
try.

But, Madam Speaker, when you
looked at the data—and I pored over
the data—we showed places there were
counties in Florida that were covered,
counties in Florida that weren’t cov-
ered, and you could see that the voting
rates of Black voters, Hispanic voters,
and other voters, that vast numbers of
people were turning out and showing
up to vote, those numbers were even
higher in some of the covered jurisdic-
tions.

So you had no reason or basis to
cover one county versus another in the
State of Florida, Madam Speaker.

But I would challenge all of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle to
g0 open up those views, go look in and
look at the data, look at the tables,
and what you will find, Madam Speak-
er, is that there were significant num-
bers of counties and States that were
then at that time covered by the Vot-
ing Rights Act that had better turnout
rates and better participation rates
than those that were uncovered which
left the Court looking at the law and
said: Well, hold on a second.

The whole reason that the Court
upheld the law was because there was a
unique circumstance where there were
mass disparities because of very direct
actions by those States.
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